Because learning is not measured perfectly by the NELS, and because Catholic school students had higher tenth grade scores than similar public school students, we estimated two alternative sets of models based on different core assumptions about learning processes.
As written in Appendix B as Equation B-1, we estimated change score models to assess the robustness of our regressor variable estimates. In the change score models we report in this supplement, we dropped all student-level covariates in X ij , estimating econometrics-style difference estimates of d, c, and a (retaining the stable school-level characteristics, X j , to pick up the non-random distribution of unobserved time-varying determinants of learning across schools).
For comparison, Table S-1 presents all of the coefficients for the models 5 and 6 that were presented in Table 3 . Table S -2 presents models named 5a and 6a -difference models based on equation B-1 without any student-level covariates. The school-level effects are similar across both models, especially when changes are considered in comparison with standard errors.
In Appendix B, we questioned the equilibrium assumption of the change score method of measuring learning gains. Table S-3 presents models named 5b and 6b based on the estimation of the pseudo-difference-in-difference equation B-6. There are several problems with Models 5b and 6b, and these are detailed in Appendix B. Nonetheless, the school estimates do not differ much for Models 5b and 6b. Thus, any substantive conclusion drawn from the models presented in Table S -3 would be consistent with those suggested by all earlier models.
In sum, we conclude that our findings are not driven to any substantial degree by a chosen math gains model. Parsimony suggests that the change score model presented in Table S All student level variables are entered as grand-mean centered fixed effects except the socioeconomic status covariates which are entered as group-mean centered fixed effects. 
